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ABSTRACT 






This f p^ip)a:gtistatus study includes perceptions of 
t^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^ language/ learnid ^gi^giHYi^ and 
indivlduaii ^iiro^^iSn? Further, f eeling^^^^^^s, and 
perceptions feqs^^^^ibf two gr^^^^oMt?®b;e^^#fil^B>lun- 
teered to individOT^MUistruction i^MiP 

The process evStWfibn questions ge^^^^^^^^HKiltHp 
district^ s L/ LD program in terms of its eff ectfeeaigiftas^ 
ongoing process^ More specifically, classroom management, i 
overall instruction arrangements, and perceived program 
impact were investigated. 

Four interviewers were selected from the staff of Region 



VII Education Service Center to participate in a one-day trainin^^^ 
session led by the Director of the Center for Regj^^etmaiid ^M-^ 



^valuart;Ic«iiatP^ 



role-played the teacher and the priiiBiSgl^MHBTmimQS^ 
estaSliiS&flgiaaiiSg^^xfi^t ^^ 
thciintjgiadaCT^^ 








The repo«ifoimiatif^ 

followed by results of related items from th^ni ^^B w 
schedule. Each items shows responses in terms of percen- 
tage in each category^^^^^^^^^^iments made by the 
interviewee have been ii^TO^where they were felt to 
have ^la sBiSMBFl^MT ^ upon percentage results. A 
summarj^^^^^^^has also been included for providing 
fast r eferen^g Htgaffiasj K^ in terms of both^perice^^ 
frequency. 




RESULTS 

first process e^roB Bngqujers tion relating 
to tlS ^S^ ew of principals stated^iio^rincipals perceive 
the L^Mtomogram as having a favorable impact upon^^Wtfl 
afffiiWes toward schools in the MISD and the abilityjofeschoolftfl 
meet the needs of stBdMts?*^ Three questions on th^^^TOL^H 
schedule related toJ^OTi^ perception of parental g ^TO^M 





.3 

jHotiisffl^Bret isuM iaiaii iB^a 

•IBlEhe second question/ "Is the majority of parent feed- 
iyg5kca^a goto[a€gj^^ibn because the school iiEMcrf^ eijl^^ is kind 
^W S@^g^^^^^^S^^i n6red percent of the prfiKi^^^pip^Sed 
^ V^ ^^^^ ^^ ^roi commented that he did not get much feed- 
back fron ^aas^^ro gle another qualified his response that in 
^'most cases^^ rogf^ tion was observed. Another added that 
much of the feedback was due to the positive results seen in the 
children, 

A thira^^iSEiWfllW^*to the e^ra^iM^t€Brwfs stSiid a^ 
Wl03HS8^'Do you have parents requeaFl^P M^B Hiia^fflge 
^ ^^^E L/LD?" Eighty pS^eWotmwpritrcj 
^Bgingnanffi^eiaa ^^ 
)aiMiseTypeeaWHat tl^^ 

EasgaiOTsever a ^ 

lfmi^ M_ 

roSen^mOTOISMia^^ 





SsmapSlaKgppiaeaitnatM/iisiJjsm^ 
not discipline problems in the riesource room. Ten^^m 
responded that^ t^gtro^^^ ent, ^^TsM Mfs were a 
discipline problei ^M^aSBM in reference to the same 
students, forty perc^roghMP^^iTO^^^Bed that as a ! 
group they were ia discjjJ ^^^^^^TO he classroom. The ' 

not create di ^pB^^roilB^ttl^Blgs sroom; Principals I 

and that, even In the f^TO^W SBTO^a number of incidenceH 
had declined; Self-image of ^^^^^^^Jappeared to impro^H 
Seventy-two percent of the pgiaci^p queried report ed l^^ 
they felt that discipline problems resulted because studentH 
educational needs were not being met. Fourteen percgft^f the 
respondents did not-agree-and'fourteenTjercim^ 
ag^tthg^MSKlipf these problems. Ctoe^third teatteain tCTSKi^M 
felt thtfl^^^fiK^TOi^^^p^^^^^^l^^^^^^^g 

cases the soOTce was a medical problem, such as emotionalit]' 
or fUfficulties at home of wi amischoj^mrgomrelB ^ 
^^TOTOMliaetSjmedMtHatitherjmKa^ 





AjtHigaifemluatiofiMug^ 
the L/ LD program, in tl^^ ffl[^^ ffil^^Ei^ipfflLl^BBifavorablSi 




impact on t B^SWilTO^^t^K^B^tgii^a^Bl^ regular 
classroom tesiSI^^S^^g^^SS'S^Mi^mi&^^^S^^^^Ws 
question* Ninety percent oM^hjEipiiE^iggBia^^ affirmatively 

created M 



to the first item which 



mox 



positive changes inrthMittsMuction i Wi^^^^ l^^^ 
Ten percent were undecided- One r esp^^^ M^Mj@ fflfe ^^^ 
while more attention was being focused uporr ma^ ^^J^S S^^ 
much was already being done (prior to the appearance to L/ LBft 
|rcent of the principals felt that changes could be 





liiWM^ to students' being in a resource room- Twenty percent 
56. One negative respondent reported that, '^teachers 
(regular^clas^oom) HSve*taiCgn advanta^S^f^some^nstrucfiea 
given to L/LD.'^ 

Eighty^TercieHt^ffll^^iK^pnsB?ue:r^ 
attitudes had becoiH^^orapdiiBl^^S ^MtH^ 
the product i veneslWfi^^TO^l g^iBS^EO^om 
and ten percent we^E^mid ^B^MG l^peirg^^ 





with a comment tMtrg caagcioimnm ii^ ^^ 
?hT&Iigquee i rairo 




MMlW^S &^M WJ^SRVdi^^ ^ ^^K§n^ felt that 

gg^l^aStSfl^aSmbegSAWj ^^ problems 
from t§l^g^ M<[3^)MS^^ffl3 ^^^<gg!^ B ^ te^Hg£g 
had becoj ^^m>a ^M n^ffikd iagnbsingi^^B from their 
students ^fl^^^ ^^B (4) Eighty percent of the principals 
reported that T^^^^teachers could moaeie xpert ly diagnoBe 
problems from behavior patterns as a resuh of regular teach^g 
contact with the L/ LD stsiff . One principal remarked that he | ^fcf --- 
felt that many teachers had previously had the above competenci^^^ ^ 
while another ^commented that, in his opinion, he did not feel thafl ^& 
teachers should be expected to have these diagnostic abilities* j^^"- 
Responses to one interview item were evenly divided. This "^^^^^ 
qpilHbn related^SraifKFence between attitudesilHd^eslPHSSjfts ^fc 
of the resomic^tgmiiheMand the regular teacher. Fifty perce^^2^» 
oipalsireit^h^^^^l a difference while fift^pg^c^nfrdlssq^ ^^ y 
ESInmentediEHlHteiiff^ence had exiS^^to^ 




the e 

disappeared cor^W^ ^^O^Stim^fi^ ^smm focused umn^ 





that value lay jn ^MTOl^^S ge^^^^roMffi^ ^R^ ^^itro 
research; another reppSTS 



jram than in 



had ini^emTerntecil? drew an eighty percHf^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

grc ent undecided reaction from pfflc^j 
^fflSaytHS^'^Bfflfecided'' groups there was the 
an affirmative response w^ reHne giigqttMroM 
criteria, ^^^ ^M 
One question relS^^WOTproirraxM 






their efforts. L/LD students expT iaij^^MBfe ws ^^ 
benefits from the prdpi®^ Among 
^^^ess> reduced pressures, acquisition of^ 
^^^P and intransic motivation/' Other chang^^^e>iJ4imi 

^ffl^^ij^ ^^Sard school, anda^^^ggd^'ogress 
l^Sft^^Mffi^^^als approved of *^ t^aa^^^& of 
[roingamwfOTfitiident^s ability to pS^fflffirt hisi 
^atg^^ ptek ills he had been formerly unable 
^MmXlB ^^^i^^ eticjmi^^owth when he had average or 
toy€mmssaimSWl ^m&^K& , in general, the positive res ult 

all levels o^ 

i&v^f^W i^^i(Sr^iSWx>vogram, however, which 
BloaiSBbiaeiiS^aW^t 

illMsolatlng th^ffil d^ro 

clas sroo ^^ Bp^^trTOf^^lR.wu^^^^^^^^^i.^^^^ 
relationsl^taReeni^aoAiity^emy^^^ 




did not f;ippl^^ffil^^ ^^^^^B^ ^^^^gaaM^ ^^^^ ^i^ ft 
buildings 

MerviewersBgeT«)itfgditiS^ 




tlve comments muchTSKMse^BaeE 



variety than with nejgafljgtel^firanl^ME^^ffl^^ 
were generally qualified so as to makWtl^BBtSBg SjgffiigaM 
that, in general, the resp^HS^s attitud^^^^^^^^^^^^^^gr^> 




L^KMffit^^^^^msiaaieiaS<^ 



ithiBiinfo rjga ^io^^ 




IKaaimajdCT imEfeeiiM^ a result 



g^CT Bi/ LP resource room teachers. ^?^^ers we^^ 
KtK^a^^ and were interviewed^ftMfcj^^iaMfft^^ulS 
ii SMfi^fflBtB^ ^^? Interview Schedule -No. 2 ^^ Blnt^^TO ^^^^^ 
^^i^ ^^MP^l^ VII personneL 




further ascertained that sW^fy percent of the interviewees, had. J 
perfected their skill in u^ pll^ ^^ffl^^ ^MTO^Bo ugh attendfi^ 
workshops. ^Hirefemain lgM^g^^^^ ^rolBt^d^^^iMM 
workshops. 

The impact of L/ LD t eachd^teMtJ^ 
was furt h^ffil U ^StTO by data showirigfffi 

intervieArees^^^^^^wed tapes from tl^^^^^^^^^^^^MW 





percent had not. Further, fifteen pTegclgniffigWiM 



i^^^^^^ chers had jumped for their own instructipngfacisie ^^ ^^ 
fMgroTO en devised by L/LD teachers. The remaining eighgg- 
ft^ g^^g xt had not duplicated tapes belonging to L/LD teach^^p: 
OnlfTWpercent of the interview respondents had listening 
stations and tape-recorders in daily operation in their classro omft 



Ninety perceri faQ^ he group did not make such regulaiapfeeESfltHiil 




^^ilMlHt3goflflmenia^^ 
iMyfEt^^usjMgeffl^ln^iag^^ 

tlt^fioni^gitageig erc^^^^ 



L/: 

The s^^Mipgo:c:e]s3s^ ^ai U(^^^ 
seven asked, 

working with L/UD tsrccftWSBtej^^ 

^Si^^M agreater exteffll^^^M Mfc^^jB^^^^ oggaiiM^^ 





Te^p^fwere asked further if they knew how to diagno ^^Hai 
check reading errors on the controlled reader. Sixty-five per ^^i 
of the group responded that they did understand these concepts 
while the remaining thirty-five percent had not. Of the latter grot^J 
one person commented that her intentions were to make future use* 
of the controlled reader in this manner. Seventy percent indi- 
cated that they would use the controlled reader daily in the regular 
classroom if it were^^ aHBle . The remaining thirty percent 





SS^H lBSiwho haveiifeSaivRojit 

instrucjMriahMPtS ^ 
room teacher 8 ^ ^^^^ totg^jg^itBmil 
cerning this questlSHl 

who were qiiestionedII^E!S^ ^K^^^lM]^Bg 
teachgRSjindicated that tEerdi m^^^l^^^Sl^^^M 
iheme ^^^ t did not. Further dgg 
of the group have acquired techniques u^^^^^^^gf 
with regard to the overhead projector, 
negative respondents, one comment 

been aware of these techniques prior to their use^ajgMMHI^fifffiS^i 
teacher reported that she had gained her information fr^^ p^^g^^ ^ 
with Title I; a third teacher learned the use of the overhea^^H 
Kilgore ES C^ms hop. 

AdaifiwaffimWvilw resuon^^siindte:^ 





shared with the teacher next door while -other Smshan edtfy^ith^ 
teachers of one grade level. In still anoth ^^^ga^^R^ 
equipment was available at the Library* 

The fourth evaluation question was stated as followg|^^3 
regular classroom teachers who have been working with L^EB 
teachers report they are u^p^R^^gElMMB^Ko a greater] 




extent in their instructional pi^gl^^M 
resource room teachers?*^ Ninety 
that L/LD teachers did not share SRA 
the remaining ten percent responded affirmatively to the 
regarding sharing. Forty-five percent of the teachers had thWi^ 
own SRA kit while the remaini 



B^^percen^BB lHlft^ Pri gt 
to 1 97u forty percent of the teachew^queried used aifSRgPBJMF^fe 

ismj apeiicent did not. 
charting students' progress was repcg^^d l^tKiB^ ^fi^M^ejS^jfc - 
of the teachers interviewed while the remai n^y IRt^Eiv«p:egcMfe 

SlEiaitHItlherjsj ad^taM^^ 






report they are using AVK Cards^^dJapeB^t fli^gggMer^^^^ 
in their instructional program ^ra^TO^^^^ ^^^tS^^^^^^P 
resource room teachers Of the 

AVK Cards, whil M^hlgga^ 
affirmatively. One teacher c^^^^^^gl^^^^^^^^^^htT^ 
A^K^eSFai^rom her Title I clligff 





teachers reported that they had not ^ut n^^^^P lC Tapes ffl^fe 
for the L/ LD program* One person comj^^TOf^on her fear pTO^^ 
she would damage the other teacher's materials. Dictating 
own AVK tapes was accomplished by twenty percent of the rlyr 
spondents while the remaining eighty percent had not. 




teachers repoiSfd^ shared their AVK Tapes and Cards witlj^^fi 
iperceht of the regular teachers who were intervi^^TO The re^ 
maining eighty-five percent had not received tapes from hlW^ 
teacher^ ^CT e person reported that shTO^i^ ^Ri ked for tff e^fe 
items wMl^^ ^a^Sart^ii timtB^ ^^ 






arejising special programinoe^syi^^ 





K iiai^TO oom teag^^^P? Forty -tw^ 

send pvo g^^^ ^mSr^^^i^^^^SitteTnoon when L/LD stud^^ 
were in^^^^^gssu-oom. Fifty -eight percent ofrf^heiteacherg^ 
^sponded^ ^pgti^ lV to this question. One person remarked that* 

lile workboolcs^ere not sent, other materials were* When 
asked if the interviewee cooperated with the L/LD teacher in 
MlttlKi^Wlese books in the afternoon when the student camnot 
KnWiBree®e level, thirty-seven percent of the teachers respoJd^f 





yWSm Of the sixty-three negative respofl^gp 
that, *Ve do committee work'' while anothgaa33iaitMf^ShPwoSM 
use workbooks if^^^^^ere needed. 

Forty-two percent of the^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^g 
cheekeaf s|udents ^ work done in woi^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

thOT^rai^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

l^B^h^^ggl^lcgR^MH^^^ 





j^Tragof ^lls^^^i^^ . The fourti^ 

alB^KfirtpMffl^^^^OTTO^S^Sf^^OT^ anything. ^BMBi 




The final p^rac^sBKC^s SWilG^ series as^(j^^- 

regular classroom t e^J^^MJBSI^Ml^nWor ki ng with L/LE|^R \ 
teachers report they are ^ ^^^ga^^^^^^^^Mt^^erials 
Flash X, Cyclo Teacher, etc, 
instructional program as a result of l^a]^^ 
room teachers?'^ Seven questions were 
feedback for the evaluation question. To the first of the^^^g^g^ 




five percent of the teachers responded affirmatively thaMJi€g 



observed the use of the Flash X. Thirty-five percent 




Five percent of the group reTBDrjtedythe use of the Plash X iMSfe 



uBgolMthisltMMguea 




^^^WW 3ni of the respondents had observed the use of thej^ pfe _ 
Fifty-eight percent had not, ^^^^^^^^ cent ^^fe^ 
)orted using the CycIcaaga ^^MEj^^ ^^^^irr 





ninety per centihadinot > 
Phe use of flashcards was reported by sixty- 
the teachers questioned. Also data indicated that forty percejfts^ 
the regular teachers who were interviewed HsaTO¥?SwSd va; ^^^ 
dittoed supplementary material for individual needs from tiiW W^ 
teacher. 

Teachers added comments to their responses, indicati^^^K 
one had made or bought her own materials; another had futurejijl^: 
for utilization of these instructional materials; a third had 
maierials not listed on the Interview Schedule, 

group of teachers was selected to 
reg\nar^ei ^Kg >xtFterch^^^^ had voltinteered t^ffi plgg^^fe^ 
indi^aaggl^TOBia uction inl^^^ ditional MmMmm WSfBQ^^^m 






that twen ^^^ ^meimei ^M^KWMl^S/lBBl^^^ ^m wajwi^^^^ul 
to a great extm^ ^(xssmt^ ^^M^^ €^^^^^ M Twenty-fg^^ 
percent of the res^^ ^M^MEroRjgSS^aBffl^^ more accu ^^P^ , _ 
be termed "to a limitga ^b^^^My^lgMnG^^^B nt of the gr^^_ 
did not have an opinion whil^^ m|reiEentifM^ progj^^-^ 
definitely not met its objectiveg^^asg MM^^^ negative res^^gfit 
commented that she did not know whff iM^n ^^tives were* 
Fifty perc entTOlt he teachers reported that they felt the 
profH^TOia^OTraiTOTly {to a grSlFiStent) rmnW^jW^iW e^^ 
iduriM ^ ^u^ga^^^ Thirty-onef ^^aalBMro 

^'^"^"^'^'^'HSBElSl'Haa been expiTilHeii ^wMl^HiJMtSeiia ^^ 
had no opinion to report. Two comments ^^'^^^^^^^ 

and "xYmTO^CTefflaareji^^ by imii^M^^ 





TeSShigcoi^satl^lS^ 




beginning w^TOW 
to attitude were auM@Lljcas^ 

is'veryin^ 




made by tea5h wsJR}fsp >ta re^^^ 
f (i^ro>serjre d)^MB^aireim^ 




iERiq 



listed In g^^SsM rs^mmy^^ ^^^^ ^^^^i^^t^^ ^^^i^ ^M 
The^ ~ 



laisg 



sea 



g 



rsi 



attssm 




DisabiUties)?^^ All 

Association for Mfflll^^Mffai^Bll^p giM 
reported in teri ^^ffilSlfiflSibSf^&pje^^ 
per year. Data applies io wmm!l^i^^ m^^ ^^^^m(MMM 
Dviring the 1971-72 sc hmUmajgattS^ ^ ^iegeT et l^^ 
Mar ^^^lMgjtosl^^^ 

Dur^^^toSi^t ^^^i^mcetjmif^^^ 
thtrte^iTO^MthMmpi}^^^^ 




Teachers and prlncipal^^^^^par shall Elementary Sch^OT 
and one middle schools were inte^^^eai^foiir Region VU ES^H 
staff members. Information was ga,ii mmi^M to feelings^ attitudes^ 
and practices relating to Marshall's L/LD program. Three grc^^r 
were interviewed; thejje included ten principals^ twenty regular 
classroom teachers^ and eighteen teachers who had volunteered^^ 
individualize their instruction^pigaoroa* 



All principals in charge oitesaa^^^rogram or of an 
individualized program were interviewed zawmo^^l teacher! 
volunteering to individualize. The remaining group of^gul 

{j^aOatlg^llernsMLi^^^ 





26 





Prlncipll^ ^p^^Mln n^g^ responded in the affirmative 

^fWi^^ ^^^^^ ^ ^^^^^ ^:^l ^^Wi^i^W^^ ^ L/ LD program. 
A 8imIfl^^ ^yi7iMa£esi^ to the | 

co8t-effectWQi¥8B M5u^^^ felt | 

that this L/ LD piioigs aiii^^^^Bl^^^ that they h^Jg 

seen in Marshall JST3mSSl^W3mmtim^rm^mre&eni no OToi^Hg 




to the majority of these 

Twenty regular classroon Ml^^^j^^^^^ Etia neTO ^ 
clFHin^^Hfeif^iHWH3HM^endent*^^ 

techni ques such ^H^ftaudio tap^^^o rder , the controlled 

other Ina tCTSHb nal m gt^Bli MWMl® most of the teachers fflrogej 
didfif^fiigrBeKlSl^in^ 









use 6fflM^ ^p3^Si^ Mfec g^^St^^ 
or materlH^^^Q^ft^ 
L/ LD teachers^^ 

concerned the use of spCciM^^figgmiS ^^Oftgl^ Sk^ 
utilization rate for workbodK§ffim^IgI^Mf@ii^jt^ 
to other materigl siaJiQTO^h ines^ 
Reg^lIF^rassroom^teacH^ 
in their classroom reported their feelings as ^rg ejrtlHi 
program objWfiWs during the ^^nmrS?fSSr^mip}MTS€iM 
fiffi^llMIiWd instructioxi iifflEhasjSt^fflft and pffief 
ij^^^^^i^iagSUMtion^ItB^a^^ 
ihiaiaeMitMohjegtlMsi^^^ 






^^gfftlifelWf^^^^^^^^^^^er extent^pward the progptt% 
with t!eMK^ffltti^Bjnga^^gi@^^ 





